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Abstract: Study Design: Prospective longitudinal validation study 

Objective: To translate and cross-culturally adapt the Oswestry Disability Index (ODI) to the Tamil language (ODI-T), 
and to evaluate its reliability and construct validity. 

Summary of Background Data: ODI is widely used as a disease specific questionnaire in back pain patients to evaluate 
pain and disability. A thorough literature search revealed that the Tamil version of the ODI has not been previously 
published. 

Methods: The ODI was translated and cross-culturally adapted to the Tamil language according to established guidelines. 
30 subjects (16 women and 14 men) with a mean age of 42.7 years (S.D. 13.6; Range 22 - 69) with low back pain were 
recruited to assess the psychometric properties of the ODI-T Questionnaire. Patients completed the ODI-T, Roland-Morris 
disability questionnaire (RMDQ), VAS-pain and VAS-disability at baseline and 24-72 hours from the baseline visit. 

Results: The ODI-T displayed a high degree of internal consistency, with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.92. The test-retest 
reliability was high (n=30) with an ICC of 0.92 (95% CI, 0.84 to 0.96) and a mean re-test difference of 2.6 points lower 
on re-test. The ODI-T scores exhibited a strong correlation with the RMDQ scores (r = 0.82) p<0.01, VAS-P (r = 0.78) 
p<0.01 and VAS-D (r = 0.81) p<0.01. Moderate to low correlations were observed between the ODI-T and lumbar ROM 
(r = -0.27 to -0.53). All the hypotheses that were constructed apriori were supported. 

Conclusion: The Tamil version of the ODI Questionnaire is a valid and reliable tool that can be used to measure 
subjective outcomes of pain and disability in Tamil speaking patients with low back pain. 

Keywords: Bland and Altman plot, construct validity, internal consistency, low back pain, Oswestry disability index-Tamil, 
reliability, Roland-Morris disability questionnaire, VAS. 



INTRODUCTION 

Low back pain (LBP) is a common source of pain and 
disability and a major health problem across the globe. 
Estimates of lifetime incidence of low back pain range from 
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60 to 80% [1]. More than 80-90% of the people who 
experience low back pain are expected to recover within 6 
weeks [2]. Measuring pain and disability are important to set 
goals, plan treatment and assess outcomes in LBP patients. 
To quantify patients' self-assessment pain of their disability 
we need valid, reliable and responsive self-report measures. 
The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) recommends the 
use of patient reported outcome measures (PRO) to capture 
patients' own assessment of their pain and disability [3]. The 
Oswestry Disability index (ODI) is a valid and reliable self- 
reported measure widely used as a disease specific 
questionnaire to evaluate pain and disability resulting from 
LBP [4]. The ODI has more than 200 citations in the science 
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citation index. It has been translated in more than 10 
different languages and all of them were found to be 
comparable with the original English version in terms of 
validity and reliability [5, 6]. Tamil is a language that is 
spoken across the globe by over 76 million people [7] and is 
an official language in India, Sri Lanka and Singapore. 
Furthermore, Tamil speaking immigrants populate countries 
around the world. Since the original English version of ODI 
is designed to cater to the needs of patients in corresponding 
countries and culture, it is not effective in assessment of pain 
and disability in LBP patients whose primary language is 
Tamil. No current validated Tamil version of the ODI has 
been published. The objectives of this study are to: 1) Carry 
out the translation and cross cultural adaptation of the ODI 
version 2.1 according to established guidelines into Tamil, 
and 2) Estimate the reliability and construct validity of the 
ODI-Tamil (ODI-T). 

MATERIALS AND METHODOLOGY 

This study had two phases: 

Phase I- Cross-Cultural Adaptation Process 

Permission was obtained from MAPI, the copyright 
owners of the ODI to translate and cross-culturally adapt the 
ODI into Tamil. Five step guidelines proposed by Beaton 
and Guillemin were followed [8-10] (see Fig. 1). 

1) Forward translation: Two professionally qualified 
translators who are bilingual in Tamil and English 
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translated ODI from English to Tamil. This stage 
evolved two forward translations Tl and T2. 

2) Synthesis: A synthesized version (T-12) was 
produced by combining both Tl and T2 after a 
reconciliation meeting between two translators and 
one of the authors (JV). 

3) Back Translation: The synthesized version (T-12) 
was translated back into English by two independent 
qualified translators to identify inconsistencies in the 
words and concepts of the synthesized version. This 
was referred to as BTl and BT2. 

4) Expert committee review: An expert committee 
comprised of the investigators and all four translators 
met to discuss issues of cultural adaptations and 
linguistic equivalence with the original English 
version of the ODI. The outcome of this stage was the 
pre-final version of the ODI-T. 

5) Pilot testing: The pre-final version of the ODI-T was 
administered to 1 5 Tamil speaking patients with back 
pain for a minimum of 6 months. The mean age of 
these patients was 41.27 years (SD 9.8). Upon 
completion of the questionnaire, cognitive debriefing 
was done individually. Respondent's interpretation of 
items was investigated to evaluate whether the 
adapted version retained equivalence to the items of 
the English version. 

Reports were prepared at each stage covering the issues 
faced and how they were resolved. 
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Fig. (1). Flow chart describing the development of Tamil version of ODI. 



Translation of Oswestry Disability Index into Tamil 

Phase II- Psychometric Evaluation Process 
Subjects 

The psychometric properties of the ODI-T were tested in 
a sample of 30 Tamil speaking LBP patients receiving 
outpatient physiotherapy treatment at a clinic in Chennai, 
India. They were recruited by the treating physiotherapist 
after obtaining written consent. Subjects of both sexes aged 
20 years and above with LBP for any duration of time were 
included. They were excluded if they had cognitive 
impairment and communication problems. Patients were also 
excluded if their LBP was due to trauma or other secondary 
causes e.g. Cancer. There were 14 men and 16 women. The 
mean age was 42.7 years (S.D. 13.6; Range 22 - 69). The 
characteristics of the subjects are described in Table 1. 

Table 1. Baseline Patient Characteristics 



Characteristics 


Values 


Subjects (n) 


30 


Male/Female (n) 


14/16 


Age in years - mean (SD) 


42.7 (13.6) 


Radiating pain -Yes: No (n) 


15:15 


Side of radiating pain - R : L : Bilateral (n) 


7:6:2 


Diagnosis 


n(%) 


Intervertebral disc prolapse 


13 (43.3) 


Lumbar spondylosis 


7 (23.3) 


Lumbosacral strain 


9(30) 


other causes 


1(3) 



*The values are expressed as mean and standard deviation (SD). 



Outcome Measures 

The Oswestry Disability Index Version 2.1a (ODI) 

ODI was developed in the year 1980 by Fairbank et al. 
[4]. Since then different versions of the ODI have been 
published [5]. The ODI version 2.1 is recommended by the 
developers for clinical use and research purposes [5]. It 
consists of ten items to assess LBP and the difficulty it has 
caused in 9 different areas of everyday life [11]. Each section 
has 6 responses, scored from 0-5. Scores obtained in 
individual sections are summed up and converted to get a 
percentage. This percentage gives the patient-perceived level 
of disability, with "0" indicating no disability and a higher 
score indicating greater disability. 

Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire (RMDQ) 

The RMDQ is a self-reported questionnaire developed in 
the year 1982 [12] used to evaluate the outcomes related to 
LBP. It has 24 items focusing on the disability caused due to 
LBP. The total score is the total number of items checked by 
the patient. The RMDQ scores range from 0 (no disability) 
to 24 (maximum disability) [13]. The RMDQ has been 
previously shown to correlate with the ODI [14]. The 
minimally important difference for RMDQ was identified as 
4 points [15]. 
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Visual Analog Scale for Pain (VAS-P) 

The intensity of pain was assessed using the visual 
analog scale (VAS). It is a valid and reliable measure to 
report pain [16]. It has a 100 mm horizontal line with the left 
end of the line labelled as "no pain" and the right end as 
"severe pain". 

Visual Analog Scale for Disability (VAS-D) 

Patient perceived disability was assessed using a 1 00 mm 
visual analog scale (VAS) [17] with the left end labeled as 
"no disability" and the right end of the scale as "severe 
disability". 

Procedure 

This study was approved by the Health Sciences 
Research Ethics Board (HSREB) of the University of 
Western Ontario in London, Ontario, Canada. Informed 
consent was obtained from all the patients prior to their 
participation in the study. Data was collected at baseline and 
after 24-72 hours. At the initial visit, baseline assessment 
was performed after patients agreed to participate in the 
study. During both the visits they completed ODI-Tamil, 
RMDQ, VAS-P and VAS-D. Lumbar active ROM was also 
measured. All patients continued to receive their routine 
physiotherapy treatment as outpatients. This study in no way 
affected the routine treatment they received from their 
physiotherapists. 

Statistical Analysis 

With the data obtained the reliability and construct 
validity of the ODI-Tamil was evaluated using the SPSS 
software version 20. The level of statistical significance was 
set at p< 0.05. 

Reliability 

Reliability is a generic term used to indicate both the 
homogeneity (internal consistency) of a scale and the 
reproducibility (test-retest reliability) of scores [18]. 
Cronbach's alpha was used to assess internal consistency of 
the ODI-T. For this purpose, the baseline ODI-T data was 
used. Internal consistency is considered acceptable when 
Cronbach's alpha exceeds 0.70 [19]. Intra-class correlation 
coefficient (ICC) [18] was used for assessment of test-retest 
reliability between the ODI-T scores obtained at baseline and 
at second visit on a sample which was considered to be 
stable. We identified a subject to be stable if change in the 
subject's RMDQ score was equal to or less than the MDC of 
RMDQ, which is 4 points. The ICC values ranges from 0 to 
1; 1 = perfect reliability, 0.90 to 0.99 = very high correlation; 
0.70 to 0.89 = high correlation; 0.50 to 0.69 = moderate 
correlation; 0.26 to 0.49 = low correlation and 0.00 to 0.25 = 
little, if any, reliability [20]. The Bland- Altman plot [21] is a 
measure of with- in subject variation and the limits of 
agreement were used to assess the agreement between the 
ODI-T scores at the two occasions [22, 23]. This was created 
by plotting mean difference in the ODI-T scores for the 2 
occasions against the baseline ODI-T scores. 95% 
confidence interval around the mean difference was 
calculated and limits of agreement were also plotted [22]. 
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Construct Validity 

Construct validity was assessed by calculating Pearson's 
correlation coefficients (r) [23] comparing the extent to 
which expected relationships between the various constructs 
were fulfilled using the ODI-T. Expected relationships were 
based on the literature. The r values yield the degree of 
correlation between two measures where, 0= no correlation 
between two scores and 1 or -1 = the absolute correlation 
between two scores. Pearson's correlation coefficients are 
interpreted as follows: 0.00 to 0.19 = very weak correlation; 

0. 20 to 0.39 = weak correlation; 0.40 to 0.69 = moderate 
correlation; 0.70 to 0.89 = strong correlation; and 0.90 to 1 = 
very strong correlation [19, 24]. 

Based on previous studies with similar objectives and our 
clinical experience we hypothesized the following 
relationships between the various constructs apriori: 

1 . ODI-T and RMDQ would have high correlation. 

2. VAS-P and VAS-D would have moderate to high 
correlations with ODI-T. 

3. Lumbar ROM would correlate the least with ODI-T. 
RESULTS 

Phase I- Cross Cultural Adaptation Process 

The cross-cultural adaptation process was successful and 
we had minimal difficulty in achieving an acceptable 
translation. The word "conveniently positioned" in the 
second and the third response of section 3 in the original 
version was translated as "appropriate height" as this was the 
intended meaning. In section 4 that deals with walking, 
distances that were described in miles and yards in the 
original English version were converted into kilometers and 
meters as, SI units of length are more commonly in use 
among native Tamil speakers. In option 2 of section 5 the 
word "favourite chair" in original version was converted to 
"comfortable chair", as the term favourite chair is not 
common in the Tamil culture. The pilot testing showed that 
the average time taken to complete the ODI-T was 4 
minutes. Cognitive debriefing indicated that the perceived 
meaning of the questions was uniformly consistent with the 
intended meaning of the questionnaire. Since the pre-fmal 
version performed well in the pilot test it was accepted as the 
final version of the questionnaire. This final version was 
submitted to the developer. (See Appendix) 

Phase II- Psychometric properties 
Reliability 

ODI-T exhibited excellent internal consistency shown by 
a Cronbach's alpha value of 0.92. Test-Retest reliability of 



the ODI-T analyzed on stable subjects (n=30) yielded 
excellent results with very narrow confidence intervals 
[ICC=0.92 (95% C.I. = 0.84 - 0.96)] (see Table 2). The 
Bland and Altman plot indicated that the measure of with-in 
subject variation i.e. the bias was very minimal as the mean 
difference was close to zero [mean difference (d) = 2.63] and 
the limits of agreement were excellent (-7.15 to 12.41) with 
just one outlier (see Fig. 2 and Table 2). 

Construct Validity 

All the correlations followed expected constructed 
relationships hypothesized apriori. The ODI-T scores 
correlated strongly with the RMDQ scores (r = 0.82), VAS-P 
(r = 0.78) and VAS-D (^0.81p<0.01 (See Table 3). ODI-T 
scores were moderately correlated to flexion and extension 
ROM (r = -.51 and r = -0.53 respectively; p<0.01). Weak 
inverse correlations were observed between ODI-T scores 
and side flexion ROM scores (r = -0.27 to -0.30; NS). 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this current study provide us with the 
preliminary evidence that the ODI-T is a reliable and valid 
measure to assess disability in Tamil- speaking LBP patients. 

The high internal consistency value of the ODI-T (0.92) 

was consistent with the original English version (0.87) [25] 
and other translated versions in Chinese (0.90) [26] Brazilian 
Portuguese (0.87) [27], German (0.90) [28] and Italian (0.85) 
[29]. The fact that the Cronbach's alpha was less than 0.95 
supports the current format of ODI-T, as a very high 
Cronbach's alpha would indicate redundancy of items [23]. 
However we recommend further tests of dimensionality like 
Rasch analysis [30] and confirmatory factor analysis [31] to 
confirm the unidimensionality of the ODI-T. 

The observed test re-test reliability value was high 
(ICC=0.92) which was comparable to the ICC reported for the 
original English version (0.91) [4]. This clearly supports the 
reproducibility of the results of the ODI-T which is one of the 
essential measurement properties required for any instrument. 
The narrow confidence intervals that were obtained for the ICCs 
clearly indicates that this questionnaire can yield reliable results 
when administered at multiple occasions. The fact that all but 
one measurement fell within the 95% CI around the mean 
difference during the Bland and Altman analysis points out to a 
very strong agreement between the scores obtained at the 2 
occasions with very minimal within-in subject variation, 
strongly backing up the ICCs obtained. However this should be 
read with caution as the sample size was very small. We 
recommend studies with larger sample size to confirm the 
reliability indices obtained in this study. 

Construct validity of the ODI-T was supported by the 
high correlation observed between ODI-T and RMDQ 



Table 2. Test Retest Reliability Results of ODI-T 



Outcome Measure 


Baseline Score 


Retest Score 


ICC (95% CI.) 


Bland & Altman Analysis 


d(SD) 


LOA 


ODI-T 


27.73(8.9)* 


25.1(9.8)* 


0.92 (0.84-0.96) 


2.63 (4.9) 


12.41 to -7.15 



*The values are expressed as mean and standard deviation (SD); d - mean difference of the test and retest scores; LOA- Limits of agreement = d+ 1.96 SD. 
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±1.96 SD shows 95% limits of agreement. 
Fig. (2). Bland and Altman plot for measuring with-in subject variation and the limits of agreement. 
Table 3. Correlation Between the Various Constructs 



R (n=30) 


ODI Score 


RMDQ Score 


VASP 


VASD 


Lumbar ROM 


ODI score 


1 










RMDQ score 


0.82** 


1 








VAS Pain 


0.78 ** 


0.82** 


1 






VAS Disability 


0.81** 


0.86** 


0.84** 


1 




Lumbar ROM 


-0.51** to -0.27* 


-0.52** to -0.16* 


-0.56** to -0.25* 


-0.73** to -0.40*** 


1 



The values are expressed as Pearson's correlation coefficient (r); * Not significant; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.05 ODI-T- Oswestry Disability Index-Tamil; RMDQ- Roland-Morris 
Disability Questionnaire; VAS-P- Visual Analog Scale-Pain; VAS-D- Visual Analog Scale-Disability; Lumbar ROM- Lumbar range of motion (flexion, extension and Side flexion). 



(r=0.82); although this is slightly higher than others reported 
for the Chinese (r=0.76) [26] and Brazilian Portuguese (r= 
0.81) [27] versions, the rank order of correlations is 
consistent with other studies. These results again strengthen 
the argument that the ODI and the RMDQ measure the same 
construct of disability that arises due to back pain. 

The VAS-P correlation to the ODI-T (r=0.78) was 
slightly higher than or equal to what was reported for other 
translations (Brazilian Portuguese version r=0.66 [27], 
Chinese r=0.68 [26] and German r=0.78 [28]). These results 
strengthen the consistency of the results of the ODI across 
translations since other translations have included a higher 
proportion of chronic cases, sample differences may have 
contributed to the slight difference that was observed 
between versions. 

This study adds some more input into the validity of the 
VAS-D which is interesting as there are not many studies 
that are available on its validity and reliability. The results of 
the current study (large correlations with ODI-T, RMDQ and 
VAS-P; moderate to large correlations with lumbar ROM) 
(see Table 3) are quite different and support the validity of 
the VAS-D unlike the study by Boonstra et aL, where they 



concluded that the validity of VAS-D is questionable [17]. A 
new finding was the high correlation observed between the 
ODI-T and VAS-D (r=0.81), which suggests that the ODI-T 
correlates similarly with both pain and disability. 

Lumbar range of motion values have been reported to 
correlate poorly with disability measures [32]. The ODI-T 
demonstrated a low to moderate inverse correlation with the 
lumbar range of motion values (r=-0.27 to-0.53). This is 
similar to the range of correlations reported by Gronblad 
[13]. Overall, the similarity between correlations in this 
study and our constructed hypotheses based on previous 
translations provide support for the construct validity of the 
ODI-T. 

There are a few limitations in this study, most notably the 
relatively small sample size. Despite this, our confidence 
intervals around our reliability coefficients were sufficiently 
precise to be confident that we had excellent reliability. 
Future longitudinal studies with larger samples should focus 
on responsiveness, factor analysis and/or Rasch analysis. 
These would provide additional information on the 
performance of the ODI-T including structure validity, the 
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potential for differential functioning of items and other 
measurement properties. 



evidence generated by the psychometric testing showed that 
the Tamil version of the Oswestry disability index 
demonstrates psychometric properties similar to the English 
version. Future studies with large sample sizes are needed to 
confirm these preliminary findings. 



Overall, the observed psychometric properties were 
consistent with those reported both for the English and other 
translated versions. Combining the quantitative data with the 
evidence from the cognitive interviews, supports our 
conclusion that the ODI-T is a valid and reliable means of 
measuring change in pain and disability in low back pain 
patients who are Tamil speaking. 



CONFLICT OF INTEREST 



The authors confirm that this article content has no conflict 
of interest. 



CONCLUSION 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 



Our study results suggest that the Oswestry Disability 
Index version 2.1 has been successfully translated and cross- 
culturally adapted from English to Tamil. The preliminary 



Declared none. 



APPENDIX 



c:2i,sitQsii6ii)L3Lfil-6(n (Oswestry) ^iijeBTsaaic i^ifliil© G*6ffsffl Q^W(§m 



GasfrsflliS Q(3bT(§iJL| @_ii4sfr [ipiK^ m^jpii s\^^ s>mm^S)m ^um m^so ujajii susil srsijsijfri^i 
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□ 
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ifliSlDTSOT S)I5il6u ^SnSIT^. 


□ 






□ 




iBd&sijii) s\$mm 5us0 2_srrsn^. 


□ 







u@(® - 2 dill ujTiJDfiliiLi ((^sfilLiu^, 2_6!J)L mTj)[S Qd&Tsrrai^ GurafOfiBSii) 
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U(5^ - 3 5IT&(gs£6i) 



□ sueOiflsn Mjararirrr* cSicSa srsiBLiijsfisn Qui^il&siBsn ^siDjuQsQcf^iB^ §jrri* (Lputsu^sbscDs^; 
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□ srsiisusnai ^tjiii jBLuu^pf^ii) susCl ^60)luut& ^d^uu^scsasD. 

□ 5UG0yQ«n MjffljoTijDT* 250 liLL^Aia^ Gicsi] G\mmm iBLaa&dpLgLSii^MSD. 

□ susQyQsin aBTj^uriDTs 100 LD'LL®4(a^ Gicsi] srsnsmfTsi) ]BLadb(ipi^sii(0Q)6O)Q). 

- 5 a_L(!BT®566i) ^ fX\*^ 

(LpLgL(SfDil. 

□ sT«ni(^ i0&si|Lb siJTLLiri6in ®®*6Q)&ifl6i), srsijsusnsii gjbjii) 65UOT®iJDT6infigiiU) STfiifsaiTQ) 

2_LMJ [y3L$L(S(Dil. 

□ sugBIijQot MjOTiDia sr^nfiarnrQ) ^lI&tjGsij (tpi^sn^siisfBO]. 
u@iS - 6 jfipju^ 

□ s[m^m 51160 c^icfiafflMnfLDQ) srsiisusnsij ejBjiii 6siJOT©if)T6(ng)iii) lElrt}* (ipi^^fDSi. 

□ srsffsoTTsi) CTsiJsufinsii Gpii esusMrSmTSOTfigiiii) jBj)* (tpLgiiiiii) ; '%^m sus0 ai^alSfSp^i. 

- 7 ^i[Bi(§^si) 

□ ajGSluQKn 4[Tj6Mima& stsoi ^mm STuGunr^GiD (£eLu(5isiii®si)63)6D. 

□ SU60y(lOT &[rj^!J!ni£Ta STfinSOTTSb §1TP6I*6s1J [LPLjlSIJ^QJSIBQ}. 
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u@ifi - 9 (fdP* aiTjp&dtB* (slisasiTiiJTL©, Qu[Tiifi^6uiT&(§, (S(6ii) ic^ipiiD ^lia jB*i|)j<S(Ssfilfl) Hr-©UT©) 

□ <j^4 suiTiJisij ^uusbuT* 2_sfrsn§i; sugH c^^aluu^siifiiDQ). 

□ 5usi ^®^<£Tg)iii) stsdt^ Jtip* suTyjSi] ^usbut* 2_STisn^. |\ 

□ sufitl STffiiT^ J^LP* suTipsflo) (d^fffluQL^** sfilsa)sna]4sn ^ffln60)[DiqLb sjpgii^sUMSD Mpgiii) 
sfflfiiBfiTTiuTL© GuTSJifD apapuufTfiin QjiJJ6i)(£6fil6i) [T-©u©5iJi£i)(5 ^ffiBLnnr* 2_snsn^. 

□ sisoT^ (JeiP* QJfTipeBsiJ susQ ^so)L Qjiu^fD^; STfinfiOTTQ) c3i(S4ii)ira QsusfilGuu Qa=6b6o 
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□ susHiOfijr ftTjOTUDTa srsji^ sunfiiisij si!Li^2)(§sfr6sneyu [ipL^tS @_sfisn§i. 
u®iB - 10 uiUOTii) GjiiisSfii) ^^^^^ 

Q<JiJil(LpULdaiDSI. 



ODI contact information and permission to use: MAPI research trust, Lyon, France Email: contact@mapi-trust.org - 
Intemet www.mapi-trust.org 



ODI © Jeremy Fairbank, 1980. All Rights Reserved. 



Page 3 of 3 



REFERENCES 

[1] Long DM, Ben Debba M, Torgerson WS, et al. Persistent back 

pain and sciatica in the United States: patient characteristics. J 

Spinal Disord 1996; 9(1): 40-58. 
[2] Waddell G. Volvo Award in clinical sciences: a new clinical model 

for the treatment of low-back pain. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1987; 

12(7): 632-44. 

[3] Food and Drug Administration. Patient reported outcome measures: 

use in medical product development to support labeling claims. 

2009; [Cited 2011 Nov 8] available from: http://www.fda.gov/dow 

nloads/Drugs/Guidances/UCM193282.pdf 
[4] Fairbank JC, Couper J, Davies JB, O'Brien JP. The Oswestry low 

back pain disability questionnaire. Physiotherapy 1980; 66(8): 271- 

3. 



[5] Fairbank JC, Pynsent PB. The oswestry disability index. Spine 

(Phila Pa 1976) 2000; 25(22): 2940-52. 
[6] Baker DJ, Pynsent PB, Fairbank JC. The Oswestry Disability 

revisited. In: Roland MO, Jenner JR, Eds. Back pain: New 

approaches to rehabilitation and education. Manchester: 

Manchester University Press 1989. pp. 174-186. 
[7] Lewis MP, Gary FS, Charles DF, Eds. Ethnologue: Languages of 

the World. Seventeen ed. Dallas, Texas 2013. 
[8] Beaton DE, Bombardier C, Guillemin F, Ferraz MB. Guidelines for 

the process of cross-cultural adaptation of self-report measures. 

Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2000; 25(24): 3186-91. 
[9] Guillemin F. Cross-cultural adaptation and validation of health 

status measures. Scand J Rheumatol 1995; 24(2): 61-3. 



Translation of Oswestry Disability Index into Tamil 

[10] Guillemin F, Bombardier C, Beaton D. Cross-cultural adaptation of 
health-related quality of life measures: literature review and 
proposed guidelines. J Clin Epidemiol 1993; 46(12): 1417-32. 

[11] Roland M, Fairbank J. The roland-morris disability questionnaire 
and the oswestry disability questionnaire. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 
2000; 25(24): 3115-24. 

[12] Roland M, Morris R. A study of the natural history of back pain. 
Part I: development of a reliable and sensitive measure of disability 
in low-back pain. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1983; 8(2): 141-4. 

[13] Gronblad M, Hurri H, Kouri JP. Relationships between spinal 
mobility, physical performance tests, pain intensity and disability 
assessments in chronic low back pain patients. Scand J Rehabil 
Med 1997; 29(1): 17-24. 

[14] Leclaire R, Blier F, Fortin L, Proulx R. A cross-sectional study 
comparing the Oswestry and Roland-Morris Functional Disability 
scales in two populations of patients with low back pain of 
different levels of severity. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 1997; 22(1): 68- 
71. 

[15] Maughan E, Lewis J. Outcome measures in chronic low back pain. 

Eur Spine J 2010; 19(9): 1484-94. 
[16] Crossley KM, Bennell KL, Cowan SM, Green S. Analysis of 

outcome measures for persons with patellofemoral pain: which are 

reUable and valid? Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2004; 85(5): 815-22. 
[17] Boonstra AM, Preuper SHR, Reneman MF, Posthumus JB, Stewart 

RE. Reliability and validity of the visual analogue scale for 

disability in patients with chronic musculoskeletal pain. Int J 

Rehabil Res 2008; 31(2): 165-9. 
[18] Deyo RA, Diehr P, Patrick DL. Reproducibility and responsiveness 

of health status measures. Statistics and strategies for evaluation. 

Control Clin Trials 1991; 12(4 Suppl): 142S-58S. 
[19] Streiner DL, Norman GR, Eds. Health measurement scales: a 

practical guide to their development and use. 4th ed. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press 2008. 
[20] Portney L, Watkins M. Foundation of Clinical Research: 

Applications to practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall; 

2000. 



Received: November 1 , 20 1 3 Revised: 



The Open Orthopaedics Journal, 2014, Volume 8 19 

[21] Martin Bland J, Altman D. Statistical methods for assessing 
agreement between two methods of clinical measurement. The 
Lancet 1986 2/8; 327(8476): 307-10. 

[22] Bland JM, Altman DG. Measuring agreement in method 
comparison studies. Stat Methods Med Res 1999; 8(2): 135-160. 

[23] Terwee CB, Bot SD, de Boer MR, et al. Quality criteria were 
proposed for measurement properties of health status 
questionnaires. J ClinEpidemiol 2007; 60(1): 34-42. 

[24] Fowler J, Chevannes M, Jarvis P. Practical statistics for nursing 
and health care. New York: Chichester: Wiley 2002. 

[25] Kopec JA, Esdaile JM, Abrahamowicz M, et al. The Quebec Back 
Pain Disability Scale: conceptualization and development. J Clin 
Epidemiol 1996; 49(2): 151-161. 

[26] Lue YJ, Hsieh CL, Huang MH, Lin GT, Lu YM. Development of a 
Chinese version of the Oswestry Disability Index version 2.1. 
Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2008; 33(21): 2354-60. 

[27] Vigatto R, Alexandre NM, Correa Filho HR. Development of a 
Brazilian Portuguese version of the oswestry disability index: 
cross-cultural adaptation, reliability, and validity. Spine (Phila Pa 
1976) 2007; 32(4): 481-6. 

[28] Mannion AF, Junge A, Fairbank JC, Dvorak J, Grob D. 
Development of a German version of the Oswestry Disability 
Index. Part 1 : cross-cultural adaptation, reliability, and validity. Eur 
Spine J 2006; 15(1): 55-65. 

[29] Monticone M, Baiardi P, Ferrari S, et al. Development of the 
Italian version of the oswestry disability index (ODI-I): a cross- 
cultural adaptation, reliability, and validity study. Spine (Phila Pa 
1976) 2009; 34(19): 2090-5. 

[30] Andrich D. Rasch models for measurement. Newbury Park: Sage 
Publications; 1988. 

[31] Brown TA. Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. New 

York: Guilford Publications 2006. 
[32] Sullivan MS, Shoaf LD, Riddle DL. The relationship of lumbar 

flexion to disability in patients with low back pain. Phys Ther 

2000; 80(3): 240-50. 



2, 2014 Accepted: January 3, 2014 



© Vincent et al. ; Licensee Bentham Open. 

This is an open access article licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License (http://creativecommons.Org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/) 
which permits unrestricted, non-commercial use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the work is properly cited. 



